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Ove rvi ew 
I 

The Commission should deny US LEC’s petition. 
- US LEC seeks to validate its scheme whereby it 

charges for services that it does not perform, 
performs unnecessarily, or performs without the 
consent of all parties. 

- US LEC’s scheme subjects lXCs to a potentially 
endless “daisy chain” of access charges. 

- US LEC’s scheme is contrary to FCC rules and the 
public interest. 
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Traditional Wireless Toll-Free Call not involving US LEC 

to IXC switch 
* RBOC perforins XYY dip. irncccssny. 
* RBOC bills IXC for FGD rates of the access twdeni 

* RBOC provides switched transport from wireless MTSO 
swilcli IO RBOC acccss tandeni. 

RBOC bills wirelcss carrier for switched mnsport.  

Wireless M 
Switch 

L 
Wireless 
Customer 

i SO 

r-l 
* Connection from Wireless 
Carrier and RBOC are 
carrier class SS7 tandem 
trunks. 
* BellSouth calls (his servicc 
Type IIA-CSS7 Service as a 
tariffed product. 
* Most wireless carriers are ss7. 
exceotion would be older 
analog cellular networks. 

ITCIDELTACOM" 

* Feature Group D trunks 
for access tandem. 

X C  Switch .. 

Toll-Frec Customer a 
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Wireless Toll-Free Call involving US LEC 

Wireless MTSO 

*US LEC bills IXC acccss charges at l u l l  
benchinark rate. 

US LEC bills XYY dswbase dip clixgc; 
US LEC's rate is much higher than ILEC 
riilc 
* US LEC "Rebates" Wireless Carrier 
il oortjon ofthe switched access charre. 
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'RBOC provides switched tmsporl 
*RBOC provides taideiri liiiiclion 
between US LEC and IXC. 
* us LEC 10 IIICCL :itid p:iy for 
RBOC at tandem or 

I '  I 

US LEC Local 

+ I Switch r 
t 

Joint 

+ RBOC provides taiidcni switchiilg and lraisporls ciiII 
to IXC 

RROC bills IXC Tor FGD r;iIL's of lllc 

access tandem and fixed local transport 
to the IXC Switch 

RBOC Access Tandem IXC Switch 

I I 

Toll-Frec Customer D 
* Feature Group D trunks 
for access tandem. * Interconnection Trunks 

* SS7 required by most 
contracts. 

.SS7 or MF (Private Facility) connection canies 
call to US LEC switch. 

ITCIDELTACOM- 
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US LEC’s Access Charges Are Unlawful 

ITC*DeltaCom should not be required to pay 
access charges to US LEC in this scenario. 
Under US LEC’s interpretation of the FCC’s 
access charge rules, lXCs would be subjected to 
a potentially endless “daisy chain” of access 
charges. 
US LEC’s scheme is contrary to the public 
interest, because it will result in higher rates to 
end user customers. 
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US LEC's Access Charges Are 
Unlawful (cont.) 

US LEC circumvents the Commission's Sprint 
PCS Declaratory Ruling by collecting access 
charges that the CMRS provider otherwise could 
not collect . 
- There is no arrangement between ITCADeItaCom, US 

LEC, and the wireless carrier permitting the 
imposition of access charges. 

charges on IXCs. 

it collects to the CMRS provider. 

- A CMRS provider cannot unilaterally impose access 

- US LEC rebates a portion of the access revenues that 
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US LEC’s Access Charges Are Unlawful 
(cont.) 

US LEC is charging for services that it does not perform. 
US LEC is in violation of the CLEC access charge rules. 
- US LEC cannot use the benchmark rate to increase the type and 

amount of access charges that it imposes on IXCs. 
The aggregate CLEC benchmark rate incorporates the following 
three components of access charges: 
- Local loop; 
- Local switching; and 
- Transport 

- In a CMRS-originated call, the CMRS carrier provides the loop and local 
switching. Therefore, there is no lawful basis for US LEC to impose access 
charges at the full benchmark rate. 

US LEC adds no value to the call. US LEC inserts itself as a faux 
transit carrier and performs duplicative and unnecessary functions. 

A carrier can charge only for those services that it actually performs. 
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Joint Billing Arrangements Do Not Justify US 
LEC’s Calling Scheme 

There is no arrangement among ITCADeltaCom, 
US LEC, and the wireless carrier permitting the 
imposition of access charges. 
- US LEC rebates a portion of the access revenues it 

In a meet point billing arrangement, each LEC 
bills the IXC only for those services that it 
actually - and legitimately - performs. 
In a true meet point billing arrangement 
ITCADeltaCom would not have been billled for 
the same function by both US LEC and the 
ILEC. 

collects with the CMRS provider. 
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Conclusion 

The Commission should deny US LEC's 
petition. 
Alternatively, the Commission at most 
should confirm that LECs can impose 
access charges - at reasonable rates - 
only for those functions that they 
legitimately perform with the consent of all 
parties. 
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